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Abstract 
Mahisefid, Rutilus frisii kutum, is a cyprinid fish which is distributed from Turkmenistan to 
Azerbaijan along the Caspian Sea. It is one of the economically important fish in the region. 
As part of the Iranian Fisheries Company’s policy to improve the stocks of this species, every 
year, fingerling of Mahisefid are released into the southern basin of the Caspian Sea. The 
main objective of this study was to determine populations in different of rivers. In total, 387 
fish were collected from four rivers, including Lemir, Sefidrood, Shirrood and Tajan, where 
this fish migrates for spawning, in spring 2005. Thirteen conventional morphometric factors, 
13 ratio and 12 Truss morphometrics were measured and calculated in this study. 
Conventional and Truss morphometric data were analyzed using two-way ANOVA Principal 
Component Analysis and discriminant. Average of coefficient of variation (CV%) of 
morphometric in males was 14.95, 10.28, 17.47 and 16.56 and in females was 21.35, 19.74, 
18.25, and 19.74 in Lemir, Sefidrood, Shirrood and Tajan River, respectively, showing that all 
morphometric characters were significantly different (P<0.05) among four sampling sites 
(populations). The first component of morphometrics 44.32% in males and 68.94% in females 
were positive, indicating that the conventional morphometric was good descriptor of the body 
shape variation among the populations, especially in females. The total cumulative variances 
were 76.6% and 87.8% in males and females, respectively, suggesting that this can be 
considered as a useful discriminator. The total cumulative variances were 64.27% and 64.21% 
in males and females, respectively. The first component of truss was 87.7% and 81.3% of the 
total variance, in males and females, respectively. The results of the present study suggest that 
each sampling site represents independent population in each river. 
Keywords: Conventional Morphometric, Truss Morphometric, Rutilus frisii kutum, Principal  Component 
Analysis (PCA), Mahisefid, Caspian Sea 
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Introduction 
Mahisefid (Rutilus frisii kutum) is a 
cyprinid fish, distributing along the Caspian 
Sea, from Atrak River (Turkmenistan) to 
Kura River (Azerbaijan) (Kazancheev, 
1981). This fish is one of the commercially 
important fishes in the south of the Caspian 
Sea (Ebrahimi, 2001; Salehi, 2002). Iranian 
fish hatcheries release more than 200 
million fingerlings every year to improve 
the stocks (Abdolhay, 1997; Abdolhay & 
Tahori, 2006). The total catch of Mahisefid 
in Iran ranges from 10,000 to 18,000 ton per 
year (Razavi Sayad, 1995,1999; Abdolmaleki, 
2006).  
Mahisefid broodstocks migrate to several 
rivers for spawning, where broodstocks are 
caught and induced for spawning, then eggs 
are stripped, fertilized and transferred to the 
hatcheries to develop to fingerling larvae. 
Fingerlings (approximately (1g, 5cm) are 
released into the rivers (Abdolhay & 
Tahori, 2006). Several rivers flowing to the 
Caspian Sea are very important for fish 
migration. Thus, this long coastline is 
expected to have numerous subdivisions of 
populations of Mahisefid.  
There are some evidences of morphological 
differences among geographically different 
populations. Conventional and Truss morpho-
metrics are normally used to describe morph-
ological variations among different populations 
of a species. Truss morphometry has been 
widely used especially for stock differentiation 
(Gary & Richard, 1987; Corti et al., 1988; Li 
et al., 1993; Cardin et al., 1999; Dynes et 
al., 1999; Bouton  et al., 2002; Silva, 2003; 
Cramon-Taubadel et al., 2005; Heras et al., 
2006; Keeley et al., 2006; Turan et al., 2006; 
Tzeng et al., 2007). Daud et al. (2005) used 15 
conventional morphometric and 28 Truss 
morphometrics to cluster Malaysian 
Oxudercine goby (Boleophthalmus boddari) 
into five populations. Two populations of 
bream (Abramis brama) in the Caspian Sea 
and Aras Dam were clustered based on 40 
morphometric characters (Khara et al., 
2007) also Akbarzadeh (2006) reported that 
there were different populations of 
pikeperch in the south of the Caspian Sea 
(Anzali Lagoon, west and east Guilan 
population) and Aras Dam based on 16 
conventional and 5 Truss morphometrics. 
The objective of the present study was to 
investigate morphometric variations among 
different river populations of Mahisefid in 
the south of the Caspian Sea. 
 
Materials and methods 
In spring 2005, a total of 387 random 
samples of Mahisefid (males and females) 
were collected from four different rivers, 
including Lemir, Sefidrood, Shirrood and 
Tajan (Fig. 1), where the fish migrate for 
spawning with the distance of 155, 120 and 
167km between Lemir to Sefidrood, 
Sefidrood to Shirrood and Shirrood to 
Tajan, respectively (a total distance of 
992km). The body measurements were 
taken using vernier calipers to the nearest 
0.01cm for each individual during the 
spawning season. Males were identified 
based on the presence of the epithelial 
tubercles on the body and head.  Fourteen 
selected conventional morphometric data 
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were taken for each sample (Fig. 2)  TL =  
Total length (distance from premaxillary to 
hind of caudal fin), FL = Fork length   
(distance from premaxillary to caudal fin), 
BW = Body weight, HL = Head length, HD = 
Head depth, HDE = Head depth at center of 
eyes, SNL = Snout length, PDL = The 
distance from spinous of pectoral fin to origin 
of dorsal fin, DNS = Distance from nostril 
to snout, DTE = Distance between two eyes 
(dorsal), DES = Distance from eye to snout, 
CPL = Caudal peduncle length (distance 
from upper to lower caudal fin), PL = 
Predorsal length (distance from spinous of 
pectoral fin to spinous of dorsal fin), MW = 
Mouth width (across the mouth). To minimize 
errors, all morphometric data were trans-
formed into ratio to TL or FL. 
For Truss morphometric, 12 landmarks 
were selected based on the methods 
described by Strauss and Bookstein (1982). 
All measurements were taken on the left 
side of the fish (Fig. 3).  
Conventional, Truss morphometric data 
and ratio were analyzed by Two-way ANOVA 
to determine the differences between males 
and females among population from four 
rivers. Principal Component Analysis (PCA) 
and discriminate were carried out on 
conventional, Truss morphometric data and 
ratio using SPSS version 15 (Corti et al., 
1988). To reduce the allometric effect and 
make the results more comparable, each 
measurement was expressed as ratio to fork 
length. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Sampling stations of Mahisefid in the south of Caspian Sea 
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TL =   Total length (distance from premaxillary to hind of caudal fin) 
SL =  Standard length (distance from premaxillary to base of caudal fin) 
FL = Fork length   (distance from premaxillary to caudal fin) 
BW = Body weight  
HL = Head length (distance from premaxillary to end of caudal fin) 
HD = Head depth  
HDE = Head depth at center of eyes  
SNL = Snout length  
PDL = the distance from spinous of pectoral fin to origin of dorsal fin 
DNS = Distance from nostril to snout  
DTE = Distance between two eyes (dorsal)  
DES = Distance from eye to snout 
CPL = Caudal peduncle Length (distance from upper to lower caudal fin) 
PL = Predorsal length (distance from spinous of pectoral fin to spinous of dorsal fin) 
MW = Mouth width (across the mouth)  
 
Figure 2: Morphometric characters used for Mahisefid 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3: The body landmarks used for the Truss morphometric characters in the present study 
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Results 
The total length of all samples ranged from 
30 to 66cm with a mean of 42.45±7.2cm, 
the standard length ranged from 29.2 to 
52.5cm with a mean 43.13± 6.7cm and the 
fork length ranged from 27 to 60cm with a 
mean of 38.66cm (Table 1). In males, the 
Lemir River populations consisted smaller 
individuals (mean 35.9±3.7cm in TL) than 
those in other rivers while samples from 
Shirrood had the biggest individuals (mean 
41.30±6.34cm in TL). However, in females, 
the Sefidrood River population had smaller 
individuals (mean 43.54±6.8cm in TL), and 
similarly Shirrood River were the biggest 
(mean 47.59±7.9cm in TL). The weight of 
female was significantly higher than that in 
males (P<0.05; Table 1). 
Average of coefficient of variation (CV %) 
of morphometric in males was 14.95, 10.28, 
17.47 and 16.56, in Lemir, Sefidrood, Shirrood 
and Tajan, respectively. Average of coefficient 
of variation (CV%) of ratio in males was 
12.04, 7.60, 5.88 and 16.06 in Lemir, 
Sefidrood, Shirrood and Tajan, respectively. 
Average of coefficient of variation (CV%) of 
Truss morphometric in males was 16.68, 8.66, 
17.37 and 12.67 in Lemir, Sefidrood, Shirrood 
and Tajan, respectively.  
Average of coefficient of variation (CV%) 
morphometric in females was 21.35, 19.74, 
18.25 and 19.74 in Lemir, Sefidrood, Shirrood 
and Tajan, respectively. Average of coefficient 
of variation (CV%) of ratio in females was 
11.83, 9.24, 6.68 and 15.67 in Lemir, Sefidrood, 
Shirrood and Tajan, respectively. Average of 
coefficient of variation (CV%) of Truss 
morphometric in females was 10.22, 13.19, 
18.36 and 12.4 in Lemir, Sefidrood, Shirrood 
and Tajan, respectively. 
The data was tested with KMO (Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin) which was more than 0.70%, 
showing that correlation of data is good for 
PCA. The ANOVA showed that the all 
characters had highly significant difference 
except for weight (Table 2).  
Based on the Principal Component 
Analysis (PCA) on the 13 morphometric 
characters four principal components were 
calculated. The values of the four principal 
components performed on the 13 morpho-
metric data and weight of Mahisefid were 
shown in Table 3. The positive and negative 
values indicated the shape of variation. The 
first component of 44.32% in males and 
68.942% in females were positive, indicating 
that the conventional morphometric is a useful 
descriptor of the body shape variation among 
the populations especially for females. 
The total cumulative variances were 
76.6% in males and 87.8% in females which 
are considered good discriminates. For the 
first component TL variable had the highest 
factor loading. In second component DTE 
variable had the highest loading and in third 
component CPL variable had highest loading. 
Therefore, these four variables can be 
selected as the main components. 
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Table 1: Range and mean ± standard deviation (SD) of morphometric characters of males and 
 females of Mahisefid in four rivers in the south of the Caspian Sea 
 
Males 
 
MC Gilan province Mazandaran province 
 Lamir  River 
(N = 38) 
Sefidrood  River 
(N = 78) 
Shirrood River 
(N = 34) 
Tajan River 
(N = 29) 
 Range 
(cm) 
Mean± SD Range 
(cm) 
Mean±SD Range 
(cm) 
Mean±SD Range 
(cm) 
Mean± SD 
TL 30.0-47.5 35.9 ± 3.7 31.0-47.0 38.86 ±3.44 33.10-53.0 41.30±6.38 34.20-42.10 38.31±2.58 
FL 27.0-43.2 32.64±3.33 28.0-42.5 35.21±2.79 30.3-48.6 37.74±6.0 31.0-39.60 34.71±2.8 
BW (g) 220-850 432.37±137.8 270-1010 526.64±120.25 270 - 910 591±  180 300-900 534.5±137 
HL 5.10-8.10 6.48±0.73 5.0-8.0 6.55±0.62 5.70-9.70 7.42±1.2 5.5-8.30 6.61±0.86 
HD 4.20-8.20 5.12±0.82 4.5-7.0 5.42±0.46 4.5-8.10 5.86 ± 0.96 4.10-6.20 4.99±0.51 
HDE 2.30-4.70 3.55±0.5 3.0-5.50 4.17±0.4 3.40-6.0 4.5±0.73 3.40-5.20 3.87±0.37 
SNL 1.60-3.20 2.53±0.28 1.5-3.0 2.27±0.34 2.0-4.30 2.87±0.59 1.4-3.10 2.57±0.44 
PDL 6.0-13.5 9.21±1.34 6.0-11.0 8.61±0.94 8.9-15.10 11.59±2.0 9.10-11.20 10.06±0.68 
DNS 1.10-1.90 1.45±0.17 1.0-2.0 1.57±0.22 1.10-2.5 1.74±0.36 1.0-2.60 1.30 ±0.42 
DTE 2.30-3.80 2.74±0.3 2.5-4.0 3.03±0.24 2.40-4.40 3.19±0.57 2.5-3.5 3.09±0.22 
DES 1.0-3.60 1.79±0.74 2.0-3.0 2.47±0.28 1.7-3.60 2.54±0.5 1.0-2.30 1.27±0.4 
CPL  7.40-13.20 9.0±1.27 3.5-6.50 4.76±0.59 5.70-9.50 7.47±1.11 5.5-17.10 8.47±3.79 
PL 14.5-31.5 19.13±2.78 13.5-20.0 16.98±1.26 14.0-23.5 18.18±2.83 13.10-19.0 15.36±2.04 
MW 1.40-2.70 2.03±0.26 2.0-2.5 2.10±0.24 1.60-3.30 2.27±0.44 1.40-2.50 1.98±0.23 
 
Females 
MC Gilan province Mazandaran province 
 Lamir River  
 (N = 54) 
Sefidrood River 
 (N = 75) 
Shirrood River  
  (N = 48) 
Tajan River  
 (N=31) 
 Range 
(cm) 
Mean± SD Range 
(cm) 
Mean± SD Range 
(cm) 
Mean± SD Range 
(cm) 
Mean± SD 
TL 32.0-66.0 46.76± 8.96 31.5-60.0 43.54± 6.83 34.5-61.5 47.59±7.9 38.40-57.10 46.42±5.82 
FL 28.0-60.0 42.68±8.27 28.5-55.0 39.54±6.35 31.0-56.60 43.58±7.38 34.5-54.10 42.73±5.7 
BW (g) 300-2100 957.96±518 280-2350 816.53±456 400-2200 1067 ± 182 500-2100 1018.39±345 
HL 5.20-11.0 8.16±1.5 5.0-12.0 7.17±1.3 5.50-10.70 8.33±1.4 5.90-10.50 7.58±1 
HD 4.50-8.80 6.75±1.4 4.0-9.0 6.0±1.0 4.40-9.30 6.61±1.17 5.10-8.10 6.43±0.74 
HDE 2.40-6.60 4.5±0.96 3.0-7.0 4.44±0.81 3.0-7.90 5.03±0.1 3.50-6.20 4.6±0.63 
SNL 2.30-4.80 3.25±0.58 1.5-4.50 2.48±0.6 2.10-4.70 3.19±0.62 1.80-4.10 2.84±0.69 
PDL 7.80-18.20 12.06±2.5 7.0-15.0 10.18±2.0 9.60-17.20 13.52±2.28 9.60-19.0 12.96±1.94 
DNS 1.0-2.50 1.74±0.33 1.0-3.0 1.79±0.43 1.1-2.50 1.9±0.37 0.9-2.20 1.39±0.34 
DTE 2.30-4.90 3.42±0.65 2.0-6.0 3.23±0.66 2.20-4.90 3.55±0.69 1.0-4.70 3.55±0.72 
DES 1.0-4.0 2.44±0.1 2.0-4.0 2.7±0.48 1.70-3.80 2.85±0.53 1.0-3.10 1.49±0.56 
CPL 7.40-16.90 11.19±2.39 3.0-9.0 5.19±1.2 5.50-11.0 8.43±1.37 6.80-20.40 10.19±4.24 
PL 17.00-33.30 24.10±4.29 13.5-29.5 20.15±3.57 14.0-35.80 21.29±4.17 15.0-27.20 18.72±2.52 
MW 1.20-3.60 2.48±0.51 1.50-4.0 2.42±0.54 1.80-3.30 2.53±0.45 1.80-3.0 2.23±0.32 
Abbreviations: MC = Morphometric character, TL = total length, FL=fork length, BW =body weight, HL = Head 
length, HD = head depth, HDE= head depth at center of eyes, SNL=Snout length, PDL =The distance from pectoral to 
dorsal fin, DTE = the distance between two eyes,    DES = Distance from eye to snout the distance from nostril to 
snout, CPL = Caudal peduncle length, PL= Predorsal length, MW=mouth width. All measurement scale is centimeter. 
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Table 2: Summary of Two-way ANOVA for each morphometric character in R. frisii kutum for  
males and females in four different rivers 
 
Row Character Sex River Sex & River 
 F value P F value P F value P 
1 Total Length 125.67 0.00* 5.32 0.001* 4.89 0.003* 
2 Fork Length 127.51 0.00* 6.22 0.00* 5.05 0.002* 
3 Weight 98.49 0.00* 2.22 0.11ns 3.96 0.02* 
4 Head Length 70.27 0.00* 13.96 0.00 4.07 0.007* 
5 Head Depth 114.21 0.00* 5.28 0.001* 6.37 0.00* 
6 Depth head at center of eyes 66.16 0.00* 13.68 0.00* 5.52 0.001* 
7 Snout Length 42.17 0.00* 33.21 0.00* 4.48 0.004* 
8 Distance of pectoral fin to dorsal fin 135.6 0.00* 57.13 0.00* 3.29 0.021* 
9 Distance of nostril to snout 29.06 0.00* 25.41 0.00* 0.71 0.547ns 
10 Distance of two eyes 50.47 0.00* 5.81 0.001* 3.62 0.013* 
11 Distance of eye to snout 29.53 0.00* 74.00 0.00* 2.77 0.42ns 
12 Caudal peduncle length 35.89 0.00* 144.27 0.00* 3.96 0.008* 
13 Predorsal Length 115.45 0.00* 29.95 0.00* 1.85 0.138ns 
14 Mouth width 48.87 0.00* 6.15 0.00* 1.15 0.328ns 
Ns = not significant at (P>0.05); * significant at (P< 0.05). 
 
 
Table 3: Values of the first four components obtained through a PCA performed on raw  
morphometric data of males and females of Mahisefid 
 
Row Characters Male Female 
Component Component 
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
1 TL 0.946 0.006 -0.089 -0.148 .959 -.047 .009 .021 
2 FL 0.923 -0.003 -0.087 -0.141 .959 -.085 -.027 .033 
3 BW(g) 0.897 0.025 -0.142 -0.179 .890 .025 .102 -.096 
4 HL 0.791 0.220 0.112 -0.190 .927 -.042 .092 .010 
5 HD 0.674 -0.238 0.055 0.125 .902 -.082 -.054 -.101 
6 HDE 0.723 -0.346 -0.235 -0.283 .916 .048 -.135 -.184 
7 SNL 0.351 0.598 -0.300 0.488 .856 -.160 -.114 .310 
8 PDL 0.597 0.644 -0.007 0.088 .861 -.353 -.051 -.080 
9 DNS 0.552 -0.404 0.507 -0.002 .671 .533 .030 -.396 
10 DTE 0.748 -0.008 -0.410 0.032 .847 -.069 -.393 .080 
11 DES 0.291 -0.739 0.219 0.131 .363 .791 .361 .225 
12 CPL 0.083 0.701 0.455 -0.286 .543 -.510 .611 -.024 
13 PL 0.551 0.222 0.649 0.224 .891 .062 .189 .102 
14 MW 0.557 -0.216 0.025 0.567 .806 .310 -.203 .158 
15 Eigen value 6.204 2.294 1.299 .923 9.652 1.446 .792 .407 
16 Variance 
explained (%) 
44.311 16.383 9.276 6.593 68.942 10.331 5.654 2.908 
17 Cumulative 
variance (%) 
44.311 60.694 69.970 76.563 
 
68.942 79.274 84.928 87.836 
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Based on Principal Component Analysis 
(PCA) on conventional morphometric data, 
the Mahisefid populations were clustered 
into 4 groups, where in Shirrood and Tajan 
were closer, while Lemir and Sefidrood 
populations were completely separate 
groups. The grouping was similar in males 
and females of Mahisefid in the southern 
part of the Caspian Sea. 
The ratios of head length (HL) and head 
width (HW) to TL as well as the ratios of 
snout width (SNL), the distance from nostril to 
snout (DNS), distance of two eyes (DTE), and 
mouth width (MW) to fork length (FL) were 
significantly different (P<0.05) between males 
and females. No significant difference were 
observed in head depth (HD), the distance 
from eyes to snout (DES), caudal peduncle 
length (CPL), distance of snout to dorsal fin 
(PDL) to FL, (P<0.05) between males and 
females (Table 4). The ratio of characters to 
fork length and total length had significantly 
difference except for FL/TL (Table 4).  
The data used to study the discriminant 
function for morhometric characters 
showed that in males 98.3% and in females 
97.6% of original grouped cases were 
correctly classified (Figs. 4a & b). 
 
Table 4: The ratios of morphometric data to total or fork length in males and females of 
Mahisefids in four different rivers in southern part of the Caspian Sea 
 
Row Ratio Male Female P value 
Range Mean±SD CV% Range Mean±SD CV% 
1 FL/TL 0.78 − 0.97 0.91±0.02 2.25 
 
0.82−1.12 0.91±0.03 3.07 
 
0.026* 
 
2 HL/TL 0.14 −0.22 0.17 ± 0.01 6.49 0.11−0.26 0.17±0.01 7.46 0.000* 
3 HW/TL 0.50 − 1.24 0.81±0.09 8.90 0.56−1.27 0.83±0.09 8.16 0.000* 
4 HD/FL 0.1 0− 0.24 0.15± 0.01 11.21 0.13−0.24 0.15±0.01 9.39 0.490ns 
5 HDE/FL 0.08−0.14 0.12 ± 0.01 7.73 0.08−0.19 0.11±0.01 9.47 0.001* 
6 SNL/FL 0.04−0.09 0.07 ± 0.01 13.06 0.04−0.1 0.07±0.01 12.44 0.000* 
7 PDL/FL 0.19−0.36 0.27 ± 0.03 7.06 0.22−0.38 0.28±0.03 8.18 0.001* 
8 DNS/FL 0.03−0.07 0.04 ± 0.01 16.17 0.02−0.07 0.04±0.01 15.66 0.000* 
9 DTE/FL 0.07−0.11 0.09 ± 0.01 6.76 0.02−0.11 0.08±0.01 9.65 0.000* 
10 DES/FL 0.03−0.12 0.06 ± 0.02 22.83 0.02−0.09 0.06±0.02 23.09 0.600ns 
11 CPL/FL 0.11−0.53 0.19 ± 0.07 16.05 0.09−0.46 0.20±0.07 16.97 0.183ns 
12 PL/FL 0.40−0.83 0.50 ± 0.06 6.39 0.32−0.68 0.51±0.05 6.22 0.425ns 
13 MW/FL 0.04−0.08 0.06±0.01 10.25 0.03−0.08 0.06±0.01 11.35 0.000* 
Average 10.40 Average 10.85  
    * Significant at (P<0 .05), ns= not significant at (P> 0.05).   
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Figure 4: Plots of the coordinate of individual males (a) and females (b) of  Mahisefid  
                according to the first two discriminant functions obtained from the     
conventional morphometric data. 
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Based on the Principal Component 
Analysis (PCA) on the 13 ratio characters, four 
principal components were calculated. The 
values of the four principal components 
performed on the 13 ratio of morphometric 
data to TL or FL of Mahisefid were presented 
in Table 5. The first components were 22.56% 
in males and 20.61% in females. These values 
were lower than the raw conventional 
morphometric data especially in females. The 
total cumulative variances were 64.27% in 
males and 64.21% in females, indicating that 
morphology of males and females are almost 
similar. For the first component HW/TL 
variable had the highest factor loading. In 
second component variable SNL/FL had the 
highest loading and in third component 
DNS/FL variable had the highest loading in 
males and in females. MW/FL had highest 
loading in first component, HL/TL had highest 
loading in second component, HW/TL had 
highest loading in third component and PL/FL 
had highest loading in fourth component.  
The data used to study the discriminant 
function for morhometric ratio showed that in 
males 98.3% and in females 96.2% of original 
grouped cases were correctly classified (Figs. 
5a & b). 
 
Table 5: Values of the four components obtained a PCA on ratio data in males and females of 
               Mahisefid in the present study 
 
Row Ratio Male Female 
Component Component 
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
1 FL/TL -0.368 -0.355 0.242 -0.246 -.284 .318 .038 -.393 
2 HL/TL -0.457 0.414 0.425 0.451 .159 .815 -.278 -.047 
3 HW/TL 0.814 -0.03 -0.211 -0.482 .291 -.513 .729 .147 
4 HD/FL 0.762 0.361 -0.001 -0.203 .585 .007 .636 .274 
5 HDE/FL 0.515 -0.115 -0.105 0.597 .560 .012 .189 -.316 
6 SNL/FL -0.078 0.726 -0.32 0.095 .265 .710 .209 -.009 
7 PDL/FL -0.198 0.712 -0.209 -0.068 -.185 .606 .371 -.117 
8 DNS/FL 0.442 0.209 0.662 0.246 .729 .045 -.344 -.020 
9 DTE/FL 0.461 0.305 -0.508 0.33 .366 .213 .371 -.556 
10 DES/FL 0.591 -0.172 0.483 0.028 .521 -.111 -.627 .105 
11 CPL/FL -0.339 0.659 0.017 -0.209 -.258 .414 .268 .616 
12 PL/FL 0.049 0.578 0.516 -0.329 .437 .299 -.135 .618 
13 MW/FL 0.401 0.319 0.199 0.043 .730 -.074 -.071 -.132 
14 Eigenvalue 2.933 2.513 1.677 1.233 2.679 2.225 1.975 1.467 
15 Variance 
explained (%) 
22.565 19.327 12.898 9.481 20.610 17.119 15.194 11.287 
16 Cumulative 
variance (%) 
22.565 41.892 54.790 64.271 20.610 37.729 52.923 64.210 
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(b) 
Figure 5: Plots of the coordinate of individual males (a) and females (b) of Mahisefid according  
to the first two discriminant functions obtained from the ratio data. 
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Truss morphometric 
Of 12 Truss morphometric characters with 
exception of the distance between posterior of 
dorsal fin and ventral part of the caudal base 
(7-11), all landmarks were significantly 
different (P<0.05) between males and females 
of Mahisefids in the present study (Table 6). 
Four components were extracted from 12 
Truss morphometric data (Table 7). The first 
component accounted for 87.7% for males and 
81.3% for females of the total variance. The 
total cumulative variances were 96.17% in 
males and 93.60% in females, indicating that 
morphology of males and females are almost 
similar. The component loadings were also 
higher for both males and females than those 
of morphometric characters and ratio. For the 
first component TL variable had the highest 
factor loading in males and females. The Truss 
landmarks indicated that it is much better than 
row morphometric and ratio to cluster 
Mahisefid.  
 
Table 6: Summary of two-way ANOVA for each Truss character in males and females of  
Mahisefid from selected rivers in the southern part of Caspian Sea, in the present 
study. 
 
Row 
 
 
Character 
 
 
Sex River Sex & River 
F value P value F value P value F value P value 
1 Total Length 61.48 0.00* 39.43 0.00* 0.75 0.473ns 
2 Weight 55.59 0.00* 18.81 0.00* 1.42 0.238 ns 
3 1-2 28.13 0.00* 23.22 0.00* 1.06 0.369 ns 
4 2-3 47.80 0.00* 20.66 0.00* 2.77 0.043 ns 
5 3-4 47.80 0.00* 20.66 0.00* 2.77 0.043 ns 
6 4-5 60.21 0.00* 18.19 0.00* 0.43 0.73 ns 
7 5-6 129.29 0.00* 71.90 0.00* 0.79 0.5 ns 
8 6-7 104.00 0.00* 40.70 0.00* 0.16 0.921 ns 
9 7-8 69.56 0.00* 67.69 0.00* 0.53 0.662 ns 
10 7-9 53.56 0.00* 47.97 0.00* 0.65 0.584 ns 
11 7-11 0.91 0.342ns 77.62 0.00* 27.50 0.00* 
12 8-10 33.18 0.00* 15.61 0.00* 1.80 0.149 ns 
13 10-11 33.18 0.00* 15.61 0.00* 1.80 0.149 ns 
* Significant at P< 0.05; ns= not significant at P>0.05.  
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Table 7: Values of the first four components obtained through a PCA performed on raw truss 
data of males and females 
 
Row Truss 
Landmark 
(cm) 
Male Female 
       Component Component 
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
1 Total Length .971 .055 -.135 .017 .967 .090 -.108 -.059 
2 Weight .955 .021 -.195 .124 .958 -.107 .027 .045 
3 1-2 .637 .756 .096 .049 .622 .706 .092 .286 
4 2-3 .936 .022 .009 -.297 .895 .286 -.176 -.085 
5 3-4 .949 .078 .219 -.066 .925 -.082 .104 .183 
6 4-5 .964 .012 -.047 .116 .833 .172 .286 -.409 
7 5-6 .954 -.234 .092 .053 .908 -.352 .077 .067 
8 6-7 .974 -.123 .064 .040 .945 -.170 .122 .045 
9 7-8 .954 -.221 .102 .002 .935 -.249 .062 .095 
10 7-9 .968 -.157 .031 .018 .951 -.155 .000 .035 
11 7-11 .968 -.079 -.056 -.046 .868 -.070 -.424 -.055 
12 8-10 .933 .121 -.220 -.117 .928 .175 -.053 -.152 
13 10-11 .960 .010 .070 .112 .931 .013 .021 .051 
14 Eigenvalue 11.403 .746 .196 .157 10.570 .910 .352 .341 
15 Variance 
explained (%) 
87.717 5.737 1.508 1.209 81.308 7.002 2.710 2.620 
16 Cumulative 
variance (%) 
87.717 93.454 94.962 96.170 81.308 88.310 91.020 93.640 
 
The data used to study the discriminant 
function for morhometric ratio showed that 
in males 98.3% and in females 97.6% of 
original grouped cases were correctly 
classified (Figs. 6a & b). Based on Truss 
morphometric data, populations of Rutilus 
frisii kutum were classified into 4 distinct 
groups (Figs. 6a & b), although the popula-
tion of Shirrood River and Tajan River were 
closely related compare to populations in 
Sefidrood and Lemir Rivers.  
There was a correlation between weight 
and length based on the figure 7. Weight 
and length were distributed evenly around 
the tread line. R2 coefficient also showed 
correlation between these two variables. 
The tread lines between these row factors 
were a power form model. 
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(a) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 (b) 
Figure 6: Plots of coordinates of individuals of male (a) and female (b) according to the first two 
discriminant functions obtained from Truss morphometric data.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7: length- weight relationships among samples in the present study 
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Discussion 
Conventional Truss morphometric data 
and ratio from samples in four regions 
(Lemir, Sefidrood, Shirrood and Tajan) 
were analyzed using two-way ANOVA and 
Principal Component Analysis (PCA). 
Thirteen morphometric, 12 truss landmarks 
data and ratio were analyzed to examine the 
degree of similarity among the four regions 
of males and females. All morphometric 
characters were significantly different 
(P<0.05) in males and females in the 
present study suggesting that Rutilus frisii 
kutum can be classified into four popula-
tions, including Lemir and Sefidrood in 
Gilan province and Shirrood and Tajan in 
Mazandaran province. The first component 
coefficient of morphometric data had 
positive values indicating morphologic 
variation (cumulative variance 44.31% in 
males and 68.94% in females). Some 
conventional morphometric data for Rutilus 
frisii kutum from different rivers have been 
recorded and analyzed previously by 
Razavi Sayad (1993) for stock assessment 
of this fish. According to Razavi Sayad 
(1993), there were no significant difference 
(P>0.05) among Rutilus frisii kutum in 
different regions. 
Akbarzadeh (2006) studied different 
group of pikeperch in south of Caspian Sea 
(Anzali Lagoon, west and east Gilan 
province) and Aras Dam and he found 
significant difference in 16 morphometric 
and 5 Truss data between Anzali Lagoon, 
Aras dam, east and west of Gilan province. 
Based on the truss morphometric data the 
grouping was same.   
Based on discriminant function data, the 
populations of males (98.3%) and females 
(96.7%) of Mahisefid were classified into 
four groups using both conventional (Fig. 
4) and Truss morphometric data although 
the clustering patterns were slightly 
different (Fig. 6). According to the present 
study, 95.1% females could be classified to 
four groups, including Lemir (100%), 
Sefidrood (91.4%), Shirrood (93.5%) and 
Tajan (100%). Also, 95.8% males could be 
classified to four groups, including Lemir 
(100%), Sefidrood (91.4%), Shirrood (93.3%) 
and Tajan (100%). These differences could be 
based on physical characteristics of each 
habitat, such as water temperature, 
environment because the climate of rivers has 
differences. Comparison of average coefficient 
of variation (CV%) of raw data, Truss 
morphometric and ratio in females was higher 
than those in males. In conclusion, it seems 
that there are various populations in different 
rivers, suggesting that in releasing fingerling, 
the broodstock and larvae from different 
populations should be kept separately and 
fingerling of each river should be released to 
the same river where the broodstock are 
caught. Further study on genetic differentiation 
of individuals from different localities is 
necessary to confirm findings of the present 
study. 
 
Acknowledgement 
We are thankfull to Mr. Darvishy from 
Shahid Ansari Fish Propagation & Rearing 
Center, Rasht and Mr Mosavi from Shahid 
Rajaee Fish Propagation and Rearing 
16                          Abdolhay et al.     Morphometrics studies of Mahisefid from selected rivers in…  
 
Complex, Sari and Mr Abdolmaleki from 
Inland Waters Fisheries Research Center, 
Bandar Anzali and Dr. Malek from Tehran 
University. 
 
References  
Abdolhay, H.A. and Tahori, H.B., 2006. 
Fingerling production and release for stock 
enhancement of sturgeon in the Southern 
Caspian Sea: An overview. Journal of 
Applied Ichthyology, 22(Supplement 
1):125-131. 
Abdolhay, H.A., 1997. Artificial reproduction 
of fish for stock enhancement in south of 
the Caspian Sea. 7th Conference of Shilat. 
Responsible Fisheries, 17-18 February. 
Iranian Fisheries Organisation, Tehran, 
Iran. pp.187-207 (in Persian).  
Akbarzadeh, A., 2006. Comparative study of 
morphometric and meristic characters and 
some biological features of pikeperch, 
Sander lucioperca, in southern shores of 
the Caspian Sea and Aras Dam. M.Sc. 
Thesis, University of Tehran, 113P. 
Bouton, N., Visser, J.D. and Barel, C.D.N., 
2002. Correlating head shape with 
ecological variables in rock-dwelling 
haplochromines (Teleostei:Cichlidae) from 
Lake Victoria. Biological Journal of the 
Linnean Society, 76:39–48. 
Cadrin, S.X. and Friedland, K.D., 1999. The 
utility of image processing techniques for 
morphometric analysis and stock 
identification. Fisheries Research, 43:129-
139. 
Corti, M., Thorpe, R.S., Sola, L., Sbordoni, 
V. and Cataudella, S., 1988. Multivariate 
morphometric in aquaculture: A case study 
of six stocks of the common carp 
(Cyprinus carpio) from Italy. Canadian 
Journal Fisheries Aquatic, 45:1548-1554. 
Cramon-Taubadel, N.V., Ling, E.N., Cotter, D. 
and. Wilkins, N.P., 2005. Determination of 
body shape variation in Irish hatchery-reared 
and wild Atlantic salmon. Journal of Fish 
Biology, 66:1471–1482. 
Daud, S.K., Mohamadi, M., Siraj, S.S. and 
Zakaria, M.P., 2005. Morphometric 
analysis of Malaysian oxudercine goby, 
Boleophthalmus boddarti (Pallas, 1770). 
Pertanika Journal Tropical Agriculture 
Science, 28(2):121-134. 
Dynes, J., Magnan, P., Bernatchez, L. and 
Rodriguez, M.A., 1999. Genetic and 
morphological variation between two forms 
of lacustrine brook charr. Journal of Fish 
Biology, 54:955–972. 
Ebrahimi, M., 2001. [Economic assessment of 
fingerling releasing in south of the Caspian 
Sea.] Iranian Fisheries Organization. 
Planning and Development Office.40P. (in 
Persian) 
Gary, A.W. and Richard, S.N., 1987. A 
multivariate description of change in body 
shape of coho salmon (Oncorhynchus 
kisutch) during smoltification. Aquaculture, 
66:235-245. 
Heras, S., Castro, M.G., and Roldán, M.I., 
2006. Mugil curema in Argentinean waters: 
combined morphological and molecular 
approach. Aquaculture. 261:473–478. 
Kazancheev, E.N., 1981. The fishes of Caspian 
Sea. Moscow, 166P. Translated by 
Abolghasem Shariaty, Iranian Fisheries, 
Tehran, Iran. 
                            Iranian Journal of Fisheries Sciences, 9(1), 2010                                                        17 
 
Keeley, E.R., Parkinson, E.A. and Taylor, 
E.B., 2006. The origins of ecotypic 
variation of rainbow trout: A test of 
environmental vs. genetically based 
differences in morphology. Journal of 
Evolutionary Biology, 20:725-736. 
Khara, H., Keyvan, A., Vosughi, G., 
Pourkazemi, M., Rezvani, S. and Nezami, 
A., 2007. Comparison of morphometric and 
meristic attributes of bream (Abramis brama) 
in Caspian Sea and Aras Dam. Iranian 
Scientific Fisheries Journal, 15(4):33-48 (in 
Persian). 
Li, S., Cai, W. and Zhou, B., 1993. Variation in 
morphology and biochemical genetic markers 
among populations of blunt snout bream 
(Megalobrama amblycephala). Aquaculture, 
111:117-l 27. 
Razavi Sayad, B., 1993. Morphometric and 
electrophoresis genetic markers with blood 
serum in Mahisefied (Rutilus frisii kutum). 
M.Sc. Thesis. Islamic Azad University, 
Iran. 115P. (in Persian). 
Razavi Sayad, B., 1995. Mahisefied. Iranian 
Fisheries Research Organization, 164P. (in 
Persian). 
Razavi Sayad, B., 1999. Past, present and future of 
bony fishes, sustainable development. Iranian  
      Fishery Research Organisation, 60P. (in 
Persian). 
Salehi, H., 2002. Economic assessment of 
fingerling releasing Rutilus frisii kutum in 
Iran. Journal of Marine Science of Iran, 
1:35-45 (in Persian). 
Silva, A., 2003. Morphometric variation among 
sardine (Sardina pilchardus) populations 
from the northeastern Atlantic and the 
western Mediterranean. ICES Journal of 
Marine Science, 60(6):1352-1360. 
Strauss, R.E. and Bookstein, F.L., 1982. The 
truss: Body form reconstruction in mor-
phometrics. Systematic Zoology, 31:113–
135.  
Turan, C., Oral, M., Ozturk, B. and 
Duzgune, E., 2006. Morphometric and 
meristic variation between stocks of 
Bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix) in the 
Black, Marmara, Aegean and northeastern 
Mediterranean Seas. Fisheries Research, 
79:139–147. 
Tzeng, C.H., Chen, C.S. and Chiu, T.S., 
2007. Analysis of morphometry and 
mitochondrial DNA sequences from two 
Trichiurus species in waters of the western 
North Pacific: Taxonomic assessment and 
population structure. Journal of Fish 
Biology, 70(Supplement B):165–176. 
 
 
 
Iranian Journal of Fisheries Sciences                                                                        9(1) 1-18        2010 
  
 	
 ه ر  Rutilus frisii kutum (Kamenski 
1901)  
 ردر يرد  ز دور ر!" 
 	
ا١∗ ؛داد  ٢ ؛ر 	 ٣ ؛
 ر" جا$% ؛&ا'ر با$)١؛ ر
ا لآ ,-. % 
/ ن1ه و 4	5 6داز١ 
#رد $ر%  : رذ'١٣٨٧                 ش-. $ر%:  داد١٣٨٨ 
 
	
0" 
   	
	  	   
 	     	!  	"!	#$ 	% 	&'()% '. +	 ,- 
).    /!  	01  23' ,! 45  	 6	 .  7	) )- 89-6 :23'  +	 ,- )-	# ;< .'
   	! ='>  
 	 ?  		 + @1 -	(.  A ) 7	3 ,!+ B
(>   	C D +	 ,-
  +) 	  E	- +'> < E	  .FGH  I	 	5  	  ) 
 	 (JFGK  	 	5L 
)-(7: 
:  ,"%  )
6 	 ,-)(5  +-	 '6	 M 4C%  ) 
 	   ! 	"$  8)>	5 ': 
N(> !)  $. JK  O	6P!)Q: JF  R& O	6 JS  7	3  ) T	'76 =	C    	 6 BRU  	
@)  QSPSS15 ) V W	    	5$   	XY7 6 
7	$ O
CZ% N	% !"%  [  	 .,-\	-  ]!)^
  	50	6  8)

_% )
(7 	  ) 	
	 P!)Q`a/JK: 
 cd/ef:  )
6gh/eh  ,"% ij/ej . 
,-\	-   	50	6  8)

_% ]!)^ )
(7 	  	 	
	 P!)QFa/SJ: 
 hg/ek:  )
6ci/ed  
 ,"%hg/ek .   	50	6 	   	Z l!	P!)Q: R&  A9   	  m'> 	 3  W)% 
'    (P<0.05).  ,-7 m	!Y0	6 7    ) 	  P!)QFS/KK [:  	 	 `K/nG 
[  BRo  . 	5L m	! N(>Y ) 	  7n/Hn [  	 	  G/GH [ '	Z  $   B
  	50	6  ) P!)Q -7	$   p/6 8)

_% ]	'&'. 	5L m	! N(> Y ) 	  7SH/nK [ 
 	 	  SJ/nK [  . ,
7 m	!Y ) 	  W)% E	50	6 7H/GH [  	 	  F/GJ [ 
. + 	Z )^	< 7	3 l-	 ( E	5 M  )-q E	5-(> E) 	 )  &.  ,- p-r 
 A9+  % s- +t--Q 8	-[0: 	 +3- s-)6  8)< >  E	- +'> u	'  	 
( 	6.  
                                               
١ - ناا ت3
4 ت5
56% 77 نا!% ،97. قو	; :<١١< -١=١>> 
٢ -  مAB 	CDاد   EDاد ،ا%. رF4=٣=٠٠ ،،رE3 ،Hاد I 
٣ -  
7ا ت5
56%J
 نداد Kد Iرو ن
ه 9AAFا، 97. قو	; #4ر :٣=<= -=١<٣> 
= –  رF4 ،ا%. EDاد يزروDآ 	0Dاد=٣=٠٠ ،،رE3 ،Hاد I 
∗
 لN7 ة	7 0
و0ا #7. :hossein_abdolhay@yahoo.com  
                            Iranian Journal of Fisheries Sciences, 9(1), 2010                                                        19 
 
 
تFAآ ي	
Aآ:  	
  	 	
 	  
     
  
